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118 MODERN" LANGUAGE NOTES 

I do not profess to have proved that the date is 1633. I do suggest, 
however, that the internal evidence supports this date, or, in any 
case, does not invalidate it ; and, as to the external evidence, there 
seems to be none whatever to suggest 1632 rather than 1633. That 
line 105 refers to Oorneille himself seems substantiated by the 
poem quoted on p. xlvi. Moreover, the year 1633 fits in well with 
the suggestion that the imitator of Marino is Saint Amant, although 
Theophile would fit in almost as well, possibly, and Malleville even 
better than either. The assumption of 1633 as the date of the 
Galerie, the assumption that the " coup d'essai " is M elite and that 
either Saint-Amant, Tristan, or Malleville is the imitator of 
Marino, fit in together. The triple assumption makes an hy- 
pothesis, which is not contradicted by any facts that have come 
to light. 

T. B. Rudmose-Brown. 
Trinity College, Dublin. 

A Reply 

1. Professor R.-B. evidently confuses liaison des scenes with 
unity of place ; there is certainly no liaison between these scenes. 
3. I repeat that there is no reason for assuming that in this 
passage Oorneille had any special play or author in mind. He was 
writing what his audience could understand ; he was not interested 
in creating puzzles for future philologists. But if he did have 
some one in mind, it is far more likely to have been Scudery 
than himself, for the person to whom he refers is accused of 
imitating Marino. Professor R.-B. seeks to avoid this difficulty 
by explaining that two authors are referred to, but the son of line 
102 must refer to the person discussed in the preceding line. This 
is not only my interpretation, but that of several Frenchmen to 
whom I have submitted the question. Professor R.-B.'s whole 
argument falls to the ground with his misinterpretation of this 
construction and there remains no reason for believing that the 
play was written in 1633 rather than 1632. 

EL C. Lancastee. 



Milton's Comus, 93-94 



In Mod. Lang. Notes xxxv, 441, and xxxvi, 414, Professor 
John A. Himes puts aside all the usual interpretations of "the 
star that bids the shepherd fold " in Milton's Comus 93-4, on the 
ground thait the "evening star (or planet) does not at folding 
time appear at ' the top of heaven '." He proposes for the single 
star the constellation Leo (with its bright star Regulus), because 
"in May, the critical month for flocks, the constellation Leo is 
in the zenith shortly after sunset." He adds, "as the lion, ac- 



